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The Accident for hewark indicated a ceiling of 750

Fastern Air Lines® Flight 694. & Lock-
heed Model 649, NU-31114. crashed and
burned at Logan Alrpori, East Beston,
Massachusetus, et 0L17, Joanuary 21, 1948,
due to loss of contrgl of the aireralt
durang che landing rc¢il and the result-
ing failure of the raight landing gear.
hone of the crew of 5 or the 20 passen-—
gers was 1njured as a result of the crash
or subsequent fire, however, 5 occupants
were injured while evacuating the air-
craft. The major portion of the sireraft
structure was consumed by fire.

History of the Flight

Flight 604 departed Maiami, PFlorida, at
2301, Jegnuary 20, 1948, on an instrument
fiight rules clearance, non-stop to-
Newark, New Jersey, Lo cruise at 15,000
feet via Airway Amber 7 to Jacksonville,
Flerida, and Airway Amber 6 to Alma,
Georgia, thence direct <o Spartanburg,
South Carolina, Winston-Salem, North
Carolina, and Washington, D. C., and via
Airway Amber 7 to Newark. Boston,
Massachusetts, and Providence. Rhode
Island, were designated as alternate air-
ports. In order to remaln above tne
overcast, the flight regquested changes of
cruising altitude between Winston-Salem
and Washington, and at 0232, at which
time 1t reported over Wzshington. the
flight was cruisaing at 21,300 feet.

Shortly after paessing Washington,
Flight 604 was cleared Lo descend en
route to hewark and to cross Philadelphia
at 7,000 feet, and was advised that np
fraffic was reported above 7.000 feel.

4 descent was established and at 3233 the
flight reported over Phiiadelphia '"ec
B,000 feet descending.™ Snertly chere-
after the company radic station at La-
Guardia Field, New York, advised the
flight that the 0240 geather observatiocn

*4]) times referred to nereinl are Eastern Standard
and based on the 24-hour clock.
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feet and visibil:ity of one-half mile,
Immediately thereafter the flight was
gaven an air traffic control clearance
"to Flatbush and LaGuardia Approach Con-—
trol" to cross Keyport and Flatbush at
2,500 feet. Upon rece.ving this clear-
ance the captain immediately requested a
cenfirmavion from the New York dis-
patcner, inasmuch as no prior hotice had
been received of & change of destination
from HNewark to LaGuardia. In acknowl-
edgment the {light was informed that the
dispatcher desired the flight €o proceed
to LaGuardia Field.

Burang tne period of the flight from
midnight until 0300, the ceilangs had
lowered throughout the New York-New Jersey
area, At the time of the reclearance
the LaGuardia weather was being reported
as ceiling 500 feet, visibility one and
one-quarter miles, and light snow. The
flight continued 1ts descent on the east
course of the Philadelphia radioc range
and reached 2,500 feet in the vicinity of
Freehold, New Jersey, over which the crew
reported passang at 0309. Immediately
after this report tne flight changed to
the LaGuardias Approach Control frequency.

LaGuardia Approach Control immediately
cleared the flight te¢ descend to 1.500
feer and opproved a straighl-in lending
on Runway 4. Since no material change
had been observed in the LaGuardia
weather, the flight was again informed
that the ceiling was reported as 500
feet, the visibility one and one-quarter
miles, and the wind caelm. The flight
passed directly over the airport without
attempting 2 landing apprcach and shertly
thereafter reported gver the range sta-~
tion which 1s located three and ftwo-
tenths miles northeast of the airport.
The flight was then cleared to use the
reciprocal runway, 22, but the aireraft
returned southeastward, passing to the
east of LaGuardia Fileld again without
attempting & landing appreach.
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During thizs perxod the LaCGuardis
weather observer completed the 0325
weather observation and approximately 3
minutes thereafter the flight was advised
that this report indicated an indefinite
ceiling 400 feet and visibility one and
one-half miles. The flaght continued
southwestward in order to establish an
approach to Runway 4. Approach Control
asked the flaght at this time whether it
desired a GCA (Ground Controllied Approach
Radar} monitored approach. The captain
declined & controlled approach but stated
that he would accept a monitored approach.,
At approximately 0330 the aircraft again
passed over the airport 1in & north-
easterly direction; the flight advised
Approach Control that the ceiling was not
500 feet and requested a report of the
current Boston weather.

The 0230 Boston weather report was
trensmitted to the flight, indiecating a
ceiling of 8,000 feet, 3 miles visibil-
ity, smoke, and haze. Upon receiving
this report, the flight requested and re-
celved clearance to Boston from Air
Traffic Control and from the company dis-
patcher. At 0337, the flight reported
leaving Rye, New York, en route to
Boston, climbing to 5,000 feet. Shortly
after the flight passed over Hartford,
Connecticut, at 0354, the company station
at Boston advised the captain that the
flight was cleared to the Boston Tower.
Before reaching Boston the fiight was in-
formed that the 0400 weather report for
that station indicated "ceiling 600 feet,
sky obscured, visibility one mile, light
snow; surface wind southeast 8 miles per
hour.” After passing Franklin,
Massachusetts, at 0409, the flight
changed to the Boston Tower frequency.

When asked by the flight whether the
Instrument Landing System (ILS) was
operating, the tower advised the flight
thav the monitor panel indicated this
systemx to be ovperating normally. Shortly
tkereafier the tower cleared the flight
for ¢ straight-in approach to Runwhy 4
and cautioned that due to the runway
condition braking action was "fair to
poor."

Initial touchcown wes made on Runway
%, at 0417, approximately 2,000 feet he-
Yond the appreach end of the runway.
After completing approximately 600 feet
of its landing roll, the aireraft was
sezen to skid to the left and crash into
a2 snowbank azlong the left side of the
runway. The right 1%nding gear and nose
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gear collapsed and the airceraft fell on
the right wing, coming to rest on the
left si1de of the runway heading in a
westerly direction., Fire broke out in
the vicainity of the No. 3 and No. 4 en-
gines and spread rapidly toward the fuse-
lage. However, all passengers were de-
planed and were removed from the vicinty
of the airecraft without injury resulting
from the ecrash or subseguent fire. Five
of the occupants were injured during the
evacuation due to the necessity for
jumping from the rear exit, which was
estimated to be 12 to 16 feet above the
ground.

Several fire fighting units from the
airport and from East Boston were alerted
and proceeded to the scene of the sacci-
dent; however, the aircraft continued to
burn for approximately one hour and 30
minutes after the crash.

Investigation

The aircraft had come to rest ona
heading of approximately 300 degrees with
its nose over fthe left edge of the run-
way with the forward portion of the fuse-
lage and the right wing supported by a
snowbank approximately 4 feet in height.
The right gear had failed leftward ina
direction perpendicular to the horizontal
ax1s of the aireraft, the nose gear had
failed rearward and slightly to the left.
The fuselage forward of the resr spar had
been almost entirely consumed by fire.
That portion of fuselage belween the
rear spar and the rear pressure bulkhead
was completely gutted and only the shell
remained fairly intact. The entire left
wing and that portion of the right wing
outboard of the No. 3 nacelle, with the
exception of the area adjacent tc the Mo,
4 nacelle, were intact, the remainder
having been destroyed by fire.

Functional tests of the nose gear of
this aircraft indicated that the steering
control system operated normally stop-
to-stop and, when cable tension was re-
leased, the gear immediately returned to
the centered position as a result of the
castering action of the gear itself.
Moreover, the mechanical gear centering
mechanism was intact and operated satis-
factorily during these tests. Tests of
the left gear brake system also indi-
cated normal operatilon prior to failure
of the landing gear wing attachments.

A detailed inspection of the remain-
ing aireraft structure, including the
main landing gear and nose wheel, failed
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to disclose any indications of materiel
malfunctioning. As far as could be de-
termined, failure of both the right gear
and the nose wheel occurred as the air-
craft skidded sideward in the snow. In-
spection of the aircraft mazntenance logs
revealed the aircraft to be in airworthy
condition at the time of departure from
Miami. The testimony of the flight crew
indicated thet the aircraft performed im
o satisfectory manner throughout the
flight from Miami to Boston.

At the time of departure of Flight 604
from Miami, a high pressure area covered
the entire South Atlantic seabeoard. 4
wern front extended from g low center in
the Gulf of Mexico across Florida and
thence off the coast to a point slightly
northeast of Cape Hatteras. The warm,
overrunning maritime air preduced over-
cast conditions as far north as Delaware
and caused sleet throughout the northern
periphery of the precipitation area asso-
ciated with this trough., Although at
this time satisfactory weather existed in
the New York-Boston area, this condition
gave indications that precipitation would
continue its movement northeastward along
the coast.

Forecasts compiled by both company
meteroreologists and the U. S. Weather
Buresu during the evening of January 20,
1948, indicated that instrument condi-
tions would exist in the vicinity of
Kashington by 0300 the following day.
Cellings at LaGuardia and Newark were
forecast to remain above 1,500 feet, how-
ever, the visibility was expected to be
restricted to one mile, due to light
snow and smoke. Both Providence and
Boston, the alternate airports, were ex-
pected to remain well above visual flight
rules minimums. These forecasts were
based on the expectation that a rela-
tively strong ridge of high pressure
which extended from Delaware southwest-
vard into Alabama would restrict the flow
of maritime air into the New England
states.

When it became apparent, however, that
the precipitation area would continue to
move into southern New York and
Massachusetts, both Weather Bureau and
company forecasts were amended before
pldnight of January 20, 1948, to indicate
conditigns at or below instrument mini-
mums throughout the area from New York
to Boston at approximately the estimated
time of arrival of the flight at these
terminals. Shortly before the flight
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reached Washington, the company was ad-
vised that the ceiling at Boston was ex-
pected to lower to 600 feet with one
mile visibility, light snow by 0430. The
weather at more northerly stations, such
as Portland, Meine, and stations west of
the Catskill Mountains were forecast to
remain well above vasual flight rules
minimums. An aftercast of the weather
conditions throughout the New England
area indicated that the amended fore-
casts for this period were unusually ac-
curate.

Acecording to the position reports from
Flight 604, the average ground speed was
322 miles per hour between Philadelphia
and the LaGuardia range station. Since
the pilot stated that a relatively high
speed desceni was meaintained between
Philadelphia and Freehold, it is obvious
that the ground speed between these
points would have been considerably
higher than the average grourd speed be-~
tween Philadelphia and LaGuerdia. On the
basis of the flight's position report
over Freehold and the time the aircraft
was heard over LaGuardia Field, this
portion of the flight consumed three
minutes. Under the conditions of this
flight at least elght minutes would have
been reguired for the 45 mile flight be-
tween these points. It 1s obvious,
therefore, that an error of at least five
minutes was made by the flight in trans-
mitting the Freehold position report.

During the descent between Philadelphig
and Freehold; the pllot maintained arn
indicated air speed of approximately 260
miles per hour. The average temperature
between 2,000 and 8,000 feet in this area
was approximately 15 degrees, and the
true air speed at these levels would
have approximated 271 miles per hour.
The winds at these levels averaged be-
tween 35 and 45 miles per hour from 200
to 220 degrees. Since these winds were
almost direct tall winds, the resulting
ground speed should have been between
306 and 316 miles per hour. It is ap-
parent that such a high’air speed could
not have been maintained from Freehold
to LaGuardia since the airecraft was in
level flight at 2,500 feet for most of
this distance. During this portion of
the flight, the ground speed would have
been approximately 280 miles per hour.

At spproximately 0310, LaGuardia
Approach Control was informed by the
fiight that it had passed over Freehold
at 0309. In intercepting this report,
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the GCA operetor searched the area south
of Flatbush, New York, in ap attempt to
locate Flight 604, on the surveillance
radar scope. At 0312, while thils search
was being mede, an aircraft was heard to
pass over the airport. When asked by the
approach controller whether the flight
had passed over the airport at 0312, the
flignt replied in the negative and re-
ported that it was still southwest of
Maspeth, New Yorl, which is approximately
6 miles southwest of ILaGuardia Field.
Approximately one minute later the radar
observer tracked an aircraft approaching
the LaGuardia radio range station north-
east of the airport. This aircraft was
subsequently ldentified as Flight 604.

« The flight proceeded to the New
Rochelle Fan Marker, which is 6 miles
northeast of the range station. The air-
craft was tracked through its procedure
turn by Ground Control Approach, and the
position report of the flight over New
Rochelle was confarmed by the GCA sur-
velllance radar.

The flight was cleared for an approach
to Runway 22, however, although the air-
craft was tracked directly over the range
station, the GCA ohserver who was moni-
toring the flight noted that the aircraft
was headed to the left of the final ap-
proach ccourse for Runway 22. This infor-
mation was transmitted to and acknowl-
edged by the flight. At College Point,
approximately one mile east of the alr-
port, the alrcraft disappeared into the
"blind® area above the GCA unit.

The flight was agaln cleared for an
approach to Runway 4. It will be noted
that the flight was advised at this time
that the ceiling was 400 feet. Although
the pillot testified that he utilized the
Instrument ILanding System (ILS) on the
approach to Runway 4, the gircraft at no
time appeared in the precision scopes of
the GCA system, which system is oriented
along the same runway as that served by
IIS. Testimony of passengers aboard the
ailrcraft indicated that the neon sign
atop the TWA hangar at LaGuardia Airport
was visible to the left of the ailrcraft
during this approach. This sign is ap-
proximately 1/2 mile east of the approach
end of Runway 4. The pllots, however,
stated that no lights on the ground were
visible to them. It was after this ap-
proach that the pilot reported that a
500~foot ceiling did not exist at la-
Guardia.
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After having received clearance to
Boston, the flight to that statlon was
accomplished without incident. At the
time of arrival] of the flight in the
vieinity of Boston, the crew was able to
see lights on the ground when between
1,000 and 2,000 feet above the surface,
although the Weather Bureau was report-
ing a precipitation ceiling of 600 feet.
According to the testimony of the pilet,
the viasibility at the time of his ap-
proach to Boston was more than 1 1/2
miles. The approach lights and the high
intensity lights were clearly visible to
him throughout the approach. The pilot
stated that the aircraft passed over the
houndary at approximately 140 miles per
hour, and that initisl touchdown was made
about 2,000 feet down the runway at an
alr speed of approximately 95 miles per
hour. At the moment of touchdown, the
contours of the snowbanks on either side
of the cleared area on the runway were
clearly visible to the pilot, however,
deep shadows were cast across the cleared
area of the runway. The entire runway,
as well as the snowbanks, was covered by
newly-fallen snow, approximately one-
half inch 1in depth. Both pilots stated
that the touchdown was normal and that
the veering action of the aircraft which
ended in impact with the left snowbank
occurred so rapidly that neither was
able to initiate any conscious correactive
action.

Inspection of the runway disclosed
patches of ice from previous snowfalls
covering a major portion of the runway.
The snow had been cleared from the center
of the runway toward the Bartow high in-
tensity lights which are installed along
both sides, the snowbanks varying in
height from 4 to 6 feet. The left snow-
bank extended from the edge of the run-
way to a maximum distance of 40 feet to-
ward the runway center line; the right
bank was aligned approximately with the
right runway lights. Runway 4 had been
well sanded earlier January 20, 1948,
but at the time of the accident approxi-
mately one~half inch of newly fallen
snow covered the runway and the snow-
banks. It was noted that several long
narrow drifts of snow projected from the
left snowbank at an angle approximately
45 degrees to the runway in the opposite
direction of the landing roll. These
drifts were approximately 24 inches in
height at the base of the snowbank and
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tapered to the snow level on the cleared
surface between i5 and 20 Teet from the

left bank. No lights were installed on

the runway cutlining the usable portion

between the snowbanks.

A detailed inspecrion ves made of the
runvay surface and the svrfece of the
snowbanks on the left side of the runway
in order to determine whether tire merks,
propeller marks, or other indications of
contact with the aircraft remsined.
This inspection, however, could not be
made until approximately one hour and 30
minutes after the time of the accident.
During this interval, at least 30 vehi-
cles had been driven up and down the run-
way oblaterating all wheel marks which
might have existed. Furthermore, ap-
proximately one-half inch of snow had
fallen between the time of the accident
and the time of the inspection of the
runvay. No marks on the snowbanks could
be positively identified as having been
made by the propellers.

Discussion

From the inspection of the wreckage,
testimony of the crew, and the 1nspection
of the médintenance history of the air-
craft, it must be concluded that the air-
craft was in an airworthy condition at
the time of departure from Miamil, and
that no material malfunctioning was ex-
perienced en route or during the landing
which contributed to this accident.

It is clear that the position report
of the flight over Freehold was inerror.
Because of this error, it appears that
the pilots were not aware that the air-
craft was as close to LaGuardia Field as
was the case, and for this reason no in-
strument approsach was established at that
time. It is apparent that, throughout
the maneuvers of the flight after return-
ing to the range station, the aircraft
remained in an area so close to the air-
port that it was not possible for GCA
surveillance radar to adentify 1ts
location. Since the Maspeth marker 1is at
& point & miles southeast of the pro-
jected center line of Runway 4, had
Flight 604 been at Maspeth, it would
doubtless have been observed in the GCA
precision scopes. Furthermore, in view
of the testimony of passengers who ob-
served the neon sign over the TWA hangar,
1t is clear that the aircraft was con-
siderably to the right of Runway 4, and
that no landing could have been made from
this approach. The transmission from the
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pilot that a H500-foot celling did not
exaist at LaGuardia cennot be understood
in view of the fact that ke had been
previously informed by the epproach con-
troller that the ceiling was 400 feet.
The manner in which smow was banked
inslde the runway lights on the left side
of Runway 4 at Logan Field must be sub-
ject to criticism. It will be noted that
there exists no instruction of the Admin-
istrator of Civil Aeronsutics or any
Civil Air Regulatlon which specifies the
manner in whilch snow is to be removed, or
which prescribe any restrictions for the
use by transport category aircraft of
runways, a considerablie portion of which
may be rendered unserviceable due to ex-~
cessive snow accumulation. However, the]

( responsibility for determining the con-
tditlion of the runway as it affects the
'landing of the type of alreraft invoived
1in this accident falls jointly upon the
iaeir carriler's station manager, the Civil;

\Aeronautics Administration's operations
hnspector, and the airport management,
any one of whom were in a position to
Eestrlct the use of Runway 4 for Flight
04 .
ione of the foregoing considered the
drifts of snow projecting from the left
nowbank as hazaerds to safe landing.
These drifts, however, were of sufficient
length and depth as to have seriously
restricted the movement of the left
lending gear during the landing roil.
Such restriction would have been pro-
gressively increased as the aircraft be-
gan to skid to the left and as the broad
side of the wheel came an contact with
the deep snow. Its neading on the run-
way having altered to a considerable ex-
tent, the aircraft skldded toward the
deep snow at the base of the snowbank.
Contact with the deep snow and the snow-
banks during the skid resulted in failure
of the right mein landing gear and nose
landing gear, the entire process having
taken place over a landing roll of ap-
proximately 600 feet. Since inaitial
touchdown was made at approximately 95
miles per hour, the length of time be-~
tween initial touchdown and the crash
must have been less than 10 seconds.
Despite the fact that the conduct of
the passengers and the crew during the
evacuation was orderly and no panic was
noted, this accident forcibly poaints to-
ward the necessity for the development of
more sultable passenger evacuation facil-
ities. Although the crew made no attempt
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to use any emergency evacuation equipment
with which the alreraft was eguipped,
there 1is considerable question as to
whether the use of the rop= would have
minimized 1njuries during the evacuation,
and there is no doubt that use of the
ladder would bhave materilally increased
the time required for evacuation. In the
darkmess the placards describing the lo-
cation and operation of evacuation equip-
ment and emergency doors were not legible.
None of the passengers, therefore was
able to open the cabin entrance door ar
any of the emergency doors, nor was any
of the passengers aware that emergency
evacuatlion egquipment was carried aboard
the aireraft. Although the light from
the burning gasoline illuminated the
cabin interlor to some extent in this in-
stance, this accident i1ndicates the ne-
cessity for independent auxiliary light-
ing facil:ities to 1lluminate such areas
as emergency exits, emergency evacuation
equipment, first aid equipment, and sur-
vival craft equipment, when applicable,
in the event of failure of the electrical
system.

Findings

As a result of the Investigation of
this accident, the Board finds that:

1. The air carrier, aircraft, and crew
were properly certificated.

2. The flight from Miami, Florida, to
Philadelphia, Pennsylvanla, was entirely
routine.

3. During the latter portion of the
flight. the visibility at Newark, the des-
tination, lowered to 1/2 mile, and the
ceiling varied between 300 and 700 feet.

4. Bhortly after passing Philadelphzia,
the flight was given an air traffic con-
trol clearance to LaGuardia Field which
clearance was coniirmed by the company
dispatcher.

5. The position report of the flaght
over Freehold, New Jersey, was 1n error
by approximately 5 minutes.

6. After having contacted LaGuardia
Approach Control, the flight wa. cleared
for a straight-in landing on Runway 4 but
being considerably closer to the airport
than the pilot believed, no approach was
established.

7. After passing the range station the
flight was cleared for an approach to
Runway 22, but tne aircraft returned to
the range station and passed to the left
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of LaGuardia Field without establishing
a landing approach.

8. While passing JaGuardia Field
southwest-bound, the flight was advised
that the ceiling at that station was re-
ported as being 400 feet.

9. An approach was established for
Runway 4, however, the flight passed over
LeGuardia Field at least 1/2 mile to the
right of Runway 4 on a track from which
a landing on that runway was not possible,

10. The flight informed Approach Con-
trol that the ceiling was not 500 feetat
LaGuardia and requested the Boston
weather.

11. Clearance was obtained from both
Air Traffic Control and the company to
proceed to Boston.

12. The weather at both Boston and
Providence, the alternate airports, was
expected to be below alternate minimums
during the following hour.

13..The flight to Boston was completed
without incident and a clearahce was ob-
tained from Boston Approach Control for
an ILS approach to the airpert and a
straight-in landing on Runway 4.

14. Snowbanks between 4 and 6 feet in
height lined the runway between 30 and
40 feet from the left edge, long narrow
drifts of snow projected from the base
of the bank approximately 20 feet into
the cleared area of the runway and ap-
proximately 1/2 inch of newly fallen snow
covered the runway, drifts, and snowbanks.

i5. The approach lights and hagh in-
tensity lights were clearly visible dur-
irg the approach.

16. Shortly after anatisl touchdown
approximately 2,000 feet from the ap-
proach end of the runway, the left land-
ing gear struck snow drifts on the left
s1de of the runway which retarded the
left wheels and caused the aircraft to
skid Lo the left.

17. The direction of motion changed
suddenly causing the aircraft to crash
into the left snowbank resulting in
failure of the right landing gear and
nose gear.

18, Fire broke ocut in the vicinityof
the No. 3 and No. 4 engines and socoh
spread inboard to the fuselage.

19. Five of the aircraft occupants
were injured in jumping from the rear
cabin exit, which was approximstely 15
feet above the ground.

20. No emergency evacuation equipment
was used.
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21. The aircreft burned for approxi-
mately one hour and 30 minutes, and the
major portion of the fuselage and right
¥ing was destroyed by fire.

Probable Cause

On the basis of the above fandings,
the Board determines that the probable
cause of this accident was the loss of
directional control of the aircraft on
the runway due to excessive snow accumu-
lation. A contributing factor was the
leck of precaution exercised by the azir
carrier’s station manager, the Civil
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Aeronautics Administration's operations
inspector and the airport management in
determining that the conditions of the
runways were adequate for safe aircraft
landing.

BY THE CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD:

{sf JOSEPH J. O'CONNELL, JR.
I's/ HARLLEE BRANCH

/s/ JOSH LEE

/s/ HAROLD A. JONES

Ryan, Vice Cheirman, did not take part
in the decision.



Investigation anc Hearirg

The Civil Aercorautics Board was noti-
fied of the aceifsnt g* 0300, Januaey 2%,
1948, and an :Mmestiga.ion was vmediately
1mitiated in accordance sith the provi-
sions of Sectron V92 (2} (2} of Jhe Civil
Aerorauties Act of 1838, as amended. Tne
Board's investigators proceceded immedi-
ately to East Boston, Massachusetts. ar-
riving at the scene of tre accidenc ai
approximately 1739 the seme d€a7. a Tubllce
heering wg=s orcdered and was hela et Bos-
ton, Massacuusetts, Februery S ard 7, 1088,

Lir Carrie:

Eastern Arr Lanes, Ine ,
gorporgtrion * 7*u hesdguariers
City, vas cpereting unde» & certificate
of public ¢rnveniencc and necessity and
er air ¢arrier opereiving certvificate,
poth issued under tke Civil Aercnsutics
Aet of 1838, as amended. These certifi-
cates authorized .(ne company to engage in
the transport of persoais, property, and
zail between verlous points :n the United
States including Miami, Flor:da, and Bos-
ton, Massachusetts.

e Delaware
in Yew York

Flight Personre;

Ceptain M. 2. Thayer, age 38, of Corel
Gables, Florida, was pllot of the aircreaft.
— 18022
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e pos=e¢ssed an alrline transport pilot
ating andg untiil the date of the accident
nad accumulated approxaimately 10,312
ho.rs flying time, of which approxi-
meiely 363 hours had been obtained in the
Locklieed Model 49, Pilot R. B. Smith,
age 27, of Miami, Florida, was co-pilot
e possessed a commercial pilot rating
and instrument rating, and until the
date cf the ageident had accumulated a
total of 9,001 hours, of which app-oxi-
mately 143 hours had been accumulated 1n
ine Lockneed Model 49. The remainder of
e gvavw consisted of H. D. Cooniej
fi.ght engarneer, L. Wilkersor, {flignt
atiendant; and J. MeGuire, filgrt atiend-
ant.

~ireraft

NC-111A. Lockneed Model 64%2. hiad been
cperated a total of 1,499 nours sincs
1ts menufacture in July 1%47. Tt was
equipped with four wraght C-18BD engines,
on which Hamilton Standard 2CiFG1-CB
propellers were installed. At the time
of departure from Miami, the total weighu
of the aircraft was less tharn the msxi-
mur allowable gress, and the weight was
distributed with respect to the center
of gravity within approved limits.
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